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VOL. X. FEBRUARY; I899. No. 2. 

READERS of the biographical sketch of Prof. Oakman S. 
Stearns in the January number of The OLD AND NEW TESTA- 
MENT STUDENT are requested by the writer of that article, 
Prof. Brown, to note the following correction: "Prof Stearns 
was born October 20, 1817 instead of October 21, as there 
stated. " Attention is also called to the fact that in the same 

number, pages thirty-nine and forty-eight of the " Inductive 
Bible Studies" were transposed. Those who are working 
upon these "Studies " will find their difficulties greatly light- 
ened by noting this error and making the necessary transpo- 
sition. 

IT is a singular phenomenon of history that the biblical re- 

ligion, although originating in the rudest of Semitic peo- 
ples, and in outward form and shape modelled by Semitic 

surroundings, nevertheless, owes to Aryan races its spread, 
and its expansion into an all-subduing world-faith. No Sem- 
itic people as a whole ever embraced Christianity, with the 

single exception of the Abyssinians, and by them it was re- 
ceived from the Greeks to whom they were indebted for their 
entire intellectual and spiritual development. The inheritance 
of Shem has,as a matter of fact, passed into the hands of Japh- 
eth, and the historical people of the revelation are no longer 
in possession of its blessings. Israel's loss of her greatest 
glory-is there a more lamentable catastrophe in all history? 

THE advance made by Bible study in America, within re- 
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cent years, is a matter of congratulation even aside from the 

leading and practical end in view, that of gaining a better 
and deeper knowledge of the " law and the testimony. " As 
an indication of the introduction of better methods of study 
it has a value entirely its own. Sound scholarship is based 

upon the investigation of primary and first sources of infor- 
mation; the use of only secondary sources must lead to un- 

satisfactory results. As a matter of scholarly thoroughness 
and soundness the direct study of the biblical words is in 
closest sympathy and harmony with the highest ideas and 
ideals of the best modern thought; and in the nature of the 
case must furnish a firmer foundation than could possibly be 
secured by dealing altogether or for the most part with books 
about the Bible. In accurate investigations only primary 
sources have authority, the value of all others depending 
upon the fidelity with which they reproduce the data of these 
first sources. A careful study of one of the biblical Books 
must be more beneficial than the study of a half dozen com- 
mentaries upon that Book, since' the latter can represent 
the thoughts of the former not in their originality but as 
filtered through the personality and peculiarities of the au- 
thor. A Bible student can do himself no better favor than 
to put himself into such a condition that the primary sources 
of Christian knowledge are accessible to him, that is, by be- 

coming sufficiently acquainted with the original tongues of 
the Scriptures to make independent use of them. Other- 
wise his knowledge of the message of Revelation must be 
from secondary sources exclusively; even if these be of ex- 

ceptionally reliable character, he cannot read his Master's 

message as his Master gave it, but must trust to others to in- 

terpret it for him. 

THE problem of Old Testament lower (or textual) criticism 
is one of a peculiar nature. In method it must be quite 
different from the same criticism when applied to the New 
Testament. The Hebrew manuscripts extant do not reach a 

higher age than the ninth or tenth centuries A. D.; in other 
words they date some fifteen hundred years after the closing 
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of the Old Testament canon. Hence according to strict 
critical principles they can be employed only in settling the 

original character of the traditional or Massoretic text as it 
existed at the time these manuscripts were written. What 
critical aids have we to determine the character and history 
of the text in the centuries intervening between fhe date of 

writing and that of the earliest manuscript authority? The 

leading and indeed the only helps are the versions, the 

Septuagint being historically and intrinsically the first in 
value. While for the New Testament the manuscript au- 

thority entirely crowds into the background the versions and 

patristic citations, in the study of the Old Testament text these 
versions and citations must be the principal guides. Naturally 
opinions will differ widely as to the principles controlling the 

application of the material gathered from versions to the 
Massoretic text; and also as to how far the latter should be 

changed and altered on account of the former. The tradi- 
tional Massoretic text as it appears in the earliest manu- 

scripts, shows a wonderful agreement in readings; there are 
few variants of the slightest importance. Looking at these 
somewhat remarkable phenomena, that the ups and downs 
of fifteen hundred years have preserved the text in almost 
absolute integrity, literary critics, in the light of what they 
learn from the history of other texts, notably of the New 
Testament text, where less than three centuries produced tens 
of thousands of variants, have reached the conclusion that 
this singular agreement can only be the result of a determ- 
ined effort to establish agreement and harmony where disa- 

greements must have existed before. Accordingly there is a 
school of Old Testament text criticism which, following the 
bold advances of Lagarde, believes that all our existing He- 
brew manuscripts are the reproduction of one archetypal 
MS. from the days of the Emperor Hadrian, all the other 

varying manuscripts having been destroyed. No evidence is 
offered in support of this proposition, except indirect evidence, 
particularly the argument that even the errors of the tradi- 
tional text are conscientiously copied into all the manuscripts. 
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scripts as a proof of the fidelity and correctness of the histori- 
cal text, and hence does not accept changes in the text on 
the basis of the many variants of the versions, except for good 
reasons. It is a well known fact that mere priority of time 
does not necessarily imply a more correct text, and the bare 
fact that the Septuagint, the Peshitto, the Vulgate represent 
dates centuries earlier than the Hebrew manuscripts does not 
in itself prove that these readings are themselves better than 
those of the Massoretic text. 

From such different standpoints the study of the Old Tes- 
tament text is carried on, or is beginning to be carried on 

(for systematic work in this department is comparatively new). 
Cornill, distrusting the Massoretic tradition and accepting 
the superior authority of the Septuagint has published a pro- 
posed restoration of the text of Ezekiel, in which nearly 
every verse shows departures from the Massoretic readings, 
especially in omissions. Ryssel, on the other hand, has more 

conservatively improved the text of Micah with the various 
critical aids, and finds that the Septuagint, so far as this 

prophet is concerned, is useless for purposes of text-criticism. 
For the few slight changes which he thinks the case de- 
mands, he asserts no higher authority than that of conjectural 
criticism. 

But that the study of the Old Testament text is a field 
that requires much work no one acquainted with the facts in 
the case can deny. Without a doubt the traditional Hebrew 
text contains errors which have crept in during the handing 
down of this text from century to century. Not all the Old 
Testament books have been equally fortunate or unfortunate 
in this regard. The books of Samuel, for instance, show the 
most undoubted evidences of errors in the present text. So 
conservative an exegete as Keil accepts here as elsewhere the 
necessity of finding a better reading than, the text offers. In 
the two books of Samuel he makes corrections in the text in 
I Sam. 6:19; 8:I6; 13:I; 14:18; 2Sam. 4:2; 6:4, 5; 8:IO, I3; 
9:I ; 14:26; 15: 7, 3; 21:8, 19. Orelli, in his new com- 

mentary on Isaiah and Jeremiah, in the conservative "Bible- 
work" edited by Strack and Zockler, accepts such changes in 
Isa. I7:9; 23: I3; 44: I2;53:9; Jer. 2:34; 3:I; 8:3; 9: 
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that requires much work no one acquainted with the facts in 
the case can deny. Without a doubt the traditional Hebrew 
text contains errors which have crept in during the handing 
down of this text from century to century. Not all the Old 
Testament books have been equally fortunate or unfortunate 
in this regard. The books of Samuel, for instance, show the 
most undoubted evidences of errors in the present text. So 
conservative an exegete as Keil accepts here as elsewhere the 
necessity of finding a better reading than, the text offers. In 
the two books of Samuel he makes corrections in the text in 
I Sam. 6:19; 8:I6; 13:I; 14:18; 2Sam. 4:2; 6:4, 5; 8:IO, I3; 
9:I ; 14:26; 15: 7, 3; 21:8, 19. Orelli, in his new com- 

mentary on Isaiah and Jeremiah, in the conservative "Bible- 
work" edited by Strack and Zockler, accepts such changes in 
Isa. I7:9; 23: I3; 44: I2;53:9; Jer. 2:34; 3:I; 8:3; 9: 

scripts as a proof of the fidelity and correctness of the histori- 
cal text, and hence does not accept changes in the text on 
the basis of the many variants of the versions, except for good 
reasons. It is a well known fact that mere priority of time 
does not necessarily imply a more correct text, and the bare 
fact that the Septuagint, the Peshitto, the Vulgate represent 
dates centuries earlier than the Hebrew manuscripts does not 
in itself prove that these readings are themselves better than 
those of the Massoretic text. 

From such different standpoints the study of the Old Tes- 
tament text is carried on, or is beginning to be carried on 

(for systematic work in this department is comparatively new). 
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2 ; I I: 1 5; 15 1 3. Indeed the fact and the necessity of 
text-criticism which have been accepted for decades in New 
Testament work without a protest, have now become accept- 
ed in the Old Testament also; the controversy is only on the 

principles and methods according to which the work shall be 
done. 

THE question as to whether or not " commenting" shall be 
allowed in the public reading of the Scriptures is one open to 
almost infinite discussion. Every such question has two 
sides. One may approach it from the ideal point of view. 
There may rise up before him the vision of a church ser- 
vice in which the worshippers are wisely attentive to every 
element of the service and keenly responsive to the uplift of 

song and prayer. They are intelligent students of the Word 
and thoughtful listeners when it is read in public. In such 
circumstances the conclusion is arrived at with promptness 
and finality-" No 'commenting' in reading desired here. 
Let us have no intruding alien voice of scribe or homilist." 
All this is doubtless true. But the presumed case is an ideal 
one. In real life your public reader of the Scriptures finds 
but a rare and chosen few of this ideal sort among the peo- 
ple. On the mass of less thoughtful auditors, dull or inatten- 
tive to the familiar syllables of Holy Writ, the careful, fin- 
ished and scholarly elocution is quite lost. Familiar pas- 
sages are greeted with friendly recognition and at once unin- 

telligently listened to. Those less known are for a while 

curiously followed but, if difficult or commonplace, quietly 
neglected. 

It is the favorite idea of a modern critic that there is a 

spell in the very words and sentences of the English Bible. 
But it is a spell which no healthy devotion has woven, and 
the sooner it is broken, the better for intelligent worship. It 
is too often sound without sense to the majority. How shall 
the public reading of the Bible be made practically helpful to 
the mass of the worshippers?-this is the real question, to be 
settled from the point of view of the ordinary worshipper and 
on no theoretical basis. It is not what scholars conclude 

ought to be or what would please elegant, refined and aes- 
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thetic religionists. The problem is not so easy of solution. 
A much lower and more complicated series of considerations 
must be admitted. It is the people who are largely indiffer- 
ent when the Scripture is being read in the church services, 
that must be satisfied. How is it to be done? 

One element, at least, in the solution lies along the line of 

simple and wise ' comment' in reading. Of course the prac- 
tice may be carried to excess and become burdensome. It 

may be done without study and become trivial. It may take 
the character of an intellectual exercise and so become ex- 

hausting. It may aim at the sensational and become flippant 
or nauseating. Do these excesses or mistakes make the 

legitimate exercise itself contemptible? Certainly not in any 
reasonable estimation. On the other hand the quiet word of 

explanation, the hint of application, the persuasive or horta- 

tory addition rouse and attract the hearer, or move him to in- 

telligent devout thought. There is no loss of feeling, there 
is gain in attention and intelligence and therefore in the effi- 

ciency of worship. 
Like a low-toned gentle accompaniment to a sweet song 

this skillful commenting not only does not detract from the 

beauty and spiritual intensity of the major melody; it even 

strengthens and brings it out into clear and impressive relief. 
To read a chapter in the Bible thus, requires careful thought 
and common sense, devoutness and intelligence in the reader. 
But when hp has it well done, he will enjoy the satisfaction 
of having made a passage live again, and will have prepared 
the minds and hearts of the people for intelligent and earnest 
attention to his preaching. 

DOES the Bible attract or repel? Is it not a fair question? 
Those who are acquainted with the Bible fall into three 
classes: (i) its friends, those drawn to it; (2) its enemies, 
those hostile to it; (3) those who are indifferent. How, now, 
shall we explain the existence of the second and third classes? 
Where lies the responsibility? Is it in the Bible itself, or is 
the explanation to be found in connection with something 
entirely on the outside? We must all recognize the difficulty 
of the question here raised. We do not wish to say that the 
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Bible really'repels men; nor is this true, except in the sense 
that everything good repels that which is evil. Perhaps an- 
other form of the question would be more true to the facts in 
the case. Why does the Bible fail to influence these classes? 
It is divine; it has accomplished great wonders in the world; 
the very history of its influence proves to the minds of many 
of us, its supernatural character. Why now, when it is capa- 
ble of working such transformations, when it has in so many 
cases exerted this unique and wonderful influence, does it, 
in so many other cases, utterly fail to make itself felt? In 
this form, the question becomes one of wide scope, for we are 

really asking, Why the good does not everywhere prevail? 
But limiting the inquiry for the present to the Bible itself, 
and leaving out of view the influence of the Holy Spirit, why, 
we ask, does it not do what, under all the circumstances, we 
have reason to expect it to do? 

The answers, here furnished, are not thought to be all that 

might be said; they will, however, account in part for the 
condition of things: 

(I) Many who profess a belief in the Bible, really do not 
believe in it. The only evidence that they do believe is the 
claim which they make. But their life, their every action 
belies this claim. Will a thinking man, however strongly 
inclined he may be toward an acceptance of the Bible, be in- 
fluenced by that book, when those who are the professed 
believers in it, live and claim the right to live in a manner 

directly contrary to the principles which it inculcates? If a 
belief in this book cannot improve the lives of those who are 
its followers, why should one believe in it? To the inconsist- 

ency of professed believers may be charged a large share of 
the existing indifference and hostility toward the Bible. 

(2) Again; the non-believer is invited to accept-what? 
The Bible? In many cases, yes. In many other cases, how- 

ever, not the Bible, but a distorted representation of it. If 
the Bible itself were taught, ten men would accept it, where 

to-day one man acknowledges its supremacy. The difficulty 
is, that the Bible is misrepresented. The wonder is, that 
so many accept it. If we would but fling aside the tradi- 
tions which have grown up around it, some of which have 
indeed almost shut it out from sight; if we would but pre- 
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sent for acceptance the simple, wonderful truth which it con- 
tains-the divine element-leaving in the background the 
human rubbish which has almost overwhelmed it, men 
would no longer hesitate. To the unreasonable, erroneous, 
distorted, false teaching of certain so-called Christian teach- 

ers, men whose every word is as effective as the tongue of 
the evil one himself in driving farther and farther from the 

truth, to these may likewise be charged a large share of the 

prevailing indifference and hostility toward the Bible. Do 
the sneers of an Ingersoll turn men from the Sacred Book? 
Much more effective in producing the same results are the 

babblings, the travesties upon human thought which come 
from certain mouths, from certain commonly quoted books. 

(3) But the responsibility does not rest altogether upon in- 
consistent believers and misrepresenting teachers. If the 
facts were known, it would be found that of those who profess 
an indifference or hostility to the Bible, a large proportion 
have never fairly looked into it to ascertain its contents. 
The scoffer, ninety-nine times out of a hundred, can be 
silenced by a question which will compel him to exhibit his 

acquaintance with the Sacred Book, or his ignorance of it. 
If there is such a thing as dishonesty in the world, that man 
is guilty of it who professes to know something which he has 
never examined, who inveighs against a thing of which he 
knows nothing; and yet this -is often the position of the so- 
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